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REMARKS 

The applicant has considered the Examiner's objections to the claims, and responds as follows: 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The Examiner has objected to claims 1 and 3 to 5 as being anticipated by Palmquist (US 
4846090). Palmquist discloses a locking mechanism with latching member that inhibits rotation 
of the reel assembly in a rope pay-out position. Palmquist does not disclose a locking mechanism 
with a latching member that prevents rotation of the reel in two directions. As noted in the 
disclosure at pp. 1-2, this leads to problems inherent in the use of a ratchet-type lock with a 
spring-loaded payoff reel, due to the oscillating motion experienced by a moored boat in wavy 
conditions. As stated above, claim 1 (and claims 3 to 5 because they depend from claim 1), 
include the limitation of a locking mechanism with a latching member that prevents rotation of 
the reel in two directions. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully submits that Palmquist does not 
anticipate claims 1 and 3 to 5 of the subject application. 

The Examiner has objected to Claims 1, 3, 5, 6 and 16 as lacking novelty in light of Gordon et al. 
Gordon et al. discloses a locking device actuated into "openings" in the "radial periphery" of the 
guide walls. Gordon et al. teaches a locking mechanism with a latch that engages a series of 
notches about an intermediate portion of one of the side walls of the reel. This is not necessarily 
suitable for heavy-duty application, as stated at p. 2 of the disclosure, because a moored boat can 
be subjected to very high peak forces due to wave action and currents and repetitive momentary 
tension on the mooring line is transferred to the payoff reel, which in turn subjects the locking 
mechanism to high momentary stresses. As stated above, claims 1,16 and claims 3, 5 and 6 to 
the extent that these claims are dependant on claim 1 , include the limitation of a locking 
mechanism with a latch that engages a series of notches about the periphery of each of the side 
walls of the reel, giving more leverage against rotation and taking advantage of the strength of 
both reels. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully submits that Gordon et al. does not anticipate 
claims 1, 3, 5, 6 and 16 of the subject application. 

The Examiner has also objected to Claim 1 as lacking novelty in light of Blue. Blue discloses a 
spring loaded pawl on a shaft that is biased downward radially so the "distal end" of the pawl 
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engages a notch in the rope wheel when a draw lever is in the closed position, and the "distal 
end" of the pawl is drawn out of the notches radially as the draw lever is pivoted from its closed 
position against the deck plate to an open position. Blue does not disclose a locking mechanism 
with a latching member that moves axially relative to the reel between an unlocked position and 
a locked position. This allows the latch to more readily engage and disengage from the sidewalls 
of the reel under the forces typically encountered by such a device in operation, and allows the 
device of the invention to be adapted to fit boat hulls of various thicknesses just by changing the 
length of the button, so the device can be mounted to any boat. The Applicant has amended 
claims 1 and 6 to incorporate the limitation of a latch configured to move axially relative to the 
reel between an unlocked position and a locked position. The Applicant respectfully submits that 
this amendment overcomes the Examiner's rejections based on Blue. 

The currently pending claims thus all include the limitations of a rotatable reel mounted to the 
side plates of the housing so that the reel is capable of rotating in two directions; the latch 
engaging each of the side walls of the reel; and the latch being configured to move axially 
relative to the reel. The Applicant submits that none of the references cited by the Examiner 
contain all of these elements, which provide at least the advantages outlined above. Accordingly, 
the Applicant respectfully submits that none of the cited references anticipate any of the claims 
of the subject application. 

The Applicant notes that the only rejection the Examiner provided based on the cited references 
for claim 4 was based on anticipation in light of Palmquist. As discussed above, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that claim 4 is not anticipated by the disclosure of Palmquist, because 
Palmquist does not disclose a locking mechanism with a latching member that prevents rotation 
of the reel in two directions. The Applicant has added new independent claim 20 and dependent 
claims 21 and 22, all of which include the limitation of cancelled claim 4. The Applicant notes 
that new independent claim 20 and dependent claims 21 and 22 also include the limitation of a 
locking mechanism with a latching member that prevents rotation of the reel in two directions. 
Support for new independent claim 20 found in the subject application at page 7, lines 15 to 20. 
Support for new dependent claim 21 is found in the subject application at page 8, lines 13 to 18. 
Support for new dependent claim 22 is found in the subject application at page 6, lines 3 to 7. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

As all of the dependent claims now depend from either claims 1, 16 or 20, which as noted above 
are allowable, the applicant submits that the obviousness objections have been addressed by the 
above amendments. 

Favourable reconsideration and allowance of this application are respectfully requested. 
Executed at Toronto, Ontario, Canada, on May 14, 2007. 

LESLEA C. GORDON 
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